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Transcript of Speéch b

Following is a transcript of a speech by President Reagan to zhg Los 4n-
geles World Affairs Council yesterday, as recorded by The New York Times:

Thank you, Henry. Dr. Singleton,

mi&t and presidents past and
disf shed guests and you, ladies
and gentlemen, thank you all for a
very warm welcome. I can tell you
thatﬂou.r e m w_ﬁ:tw:xrd cot
stantly in Wa ort. The only prof
lem vgit.h coming out here is itl')s s0
hard to go back. .

Last week I spoke to the American

le about our plans for safeti{:rd-
mva’ nation’s security and that of
our allies. And I announced a loi
term effort in scientific research to
counter, some day, the menace of of-
fensive nuclear missiles. What I have
px:Fosed is that nations should turn
thelr best energies to movi:&y away
from the nuclear nightmare. We must
not resign ourselves to a future in
which security on both sides depends
on threatening the lives of millions of
innocent men, women and children.
Andtoday I would like to discuss an.
other vital aspect of our national se-
gunt{h -dmxr em'm o&o limit and re-
uce the danger of modern weaponry.
Welive ina world in which to?g.ln war
would mean catastrophe, We also live
in a world that’s torn ! a great moral
struggle — between democracy and
its enemies, between the spirit of {ree.
dom and those who fear freedom.
‘A Relentless Military Buildup’

In the last 15 years or more, the
Soviet Union has engaged in a relent.
less military buildup, overtaking and
surpassing the United States in major
categories of military power, acquir-
ing what can only be considered an of-

fensive military capability. All the
moral values which this country
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+forging a renewed bipartisan congens

sus,
My other national security priority
on ing office was to thorough;

— freedom, , the
it of peoples and nations to deter.
mine their own destiny, to speak and
write to live and worship as they
choose — all these basic rights are
fundamentally challenged by a power-
ful adversary which does not wish
these values to survive,

This i3 our dilemma, and it is a pro-
_found one: We must both defend free-
dom and preserve the peace. We must
stand true to our principles and our
friends while preventing a holocaust.

8 Western commitment to peace
through stre;gth has given Europe its
longest peried of peace in a century.
We cannot conduct ourselves as if the
special danger of nuclear weapons did
not exist, But we must not aliow our-
selves to be paralyzed by the problem
— to abdicate our moral duty.

This is the challenge that history
has left us, We of the 20th century,
who so pride ourselves on mastering
even the forces of nature, except last
week when the Queen wag here, We
are forced to wrestle with one of the
most complex moral challenges ever
faced‘!:{y any generation,

My views about the Soviet Unjonare

re-examine the entire arms control
da. Since then, in coordination
with our allies, we have launched the !
most comprehensive program ol
arms control initiatives ever under.
taken, Never before in history has

¢
nation engaged in so many major !

simultaneous efforts to limit and re«
duce the instruments of war:

9Last month in Geneva the Vice
President committed the United ;
States to negotiate a total and verifia-
ble ban on chemical weapons. Such in-
humane weaj
‘weapons, are i
international law in Afghanistan, in.
Laos and Kampuchea:

!g'eogemer with our allies, we have
offl a comprehensive new pro-
posal for mutual and balanced reduc-:+,
tion of conventional forces in Europe.

qWe have recently proposed to the .

Soviet Union a series of further meas- {
ures to reduce the risk of war from ac-
cident or miscalculation. And we are |
considering significant new measures |
resulting in part from consultations
with several distinguished Senators, ¢
qWe have joined our allies in
Conf; on Disarma- ;

well known,
don't recognize them when they are
layed back to me, and our program
or maintaining, strengthening and
modernizing our national defense has
been clearly stated, Today, let me tell
you someth{ng of what we are doing to
reduce the danger of nuclear war,

Efforts by the U.S.

Since the end of World War II, the
United States has been the leader in
the international effort to negotiate
nuclear arms limitations. ,
when the United States was the only
country in the world possessing these
awesome weapons, we did not black.
mail others with threats to use them;
nor did we use our enormous power t¢
conquer territory, to advance our
position or to seek domination.

o't our record alone refute the charge
that we seek superiority, that we rep.
resent a threat to peace’

We proposed the Baruch plan for in.
ternational control’ of all nuclear
weapons and nuclear energy - for

/ everything nuclear to be turned over
t0 an international agency. This was
rejécted by the Soviet Unjon. Several

ars later, in 1955, President Eisen-
ower presented his * skies'" pro-
posal; that the United States and the
Soviet Union would exchange blue-

prints of military establishments and

permif aerial reconnaissance to in-
sure against the danger of rise ate

o tack, This, too, was refected by the
+ Sovfet Unforr, w7757 T
Since then some progress has been
made — largely at' American initia.
tive, The 1963 Limited Test Ban
Treaty. prohibited nuclear testing in
the atmosphere, in outer space or
under water. The creation of the hot
- line in 1963, upgraded in 1971, provides
direct communication between Wash-
ington and Moscow to avold miscalcu-
lation during a crisis. The Nuclear
Nonproliferation Treaty of 1968 sought
to prevent the spread of nuclear weap-

ons.
‘Many Disappointments’

1In 1971 we reached an agreement on
special communication procedures to

feguard against accidental or unau.
tho use of nuclear weapons, and
on a seabed arms control treaty which
prohibits the placing of nuclear weap-
ons on the seabed or the ocean floor.
The Strate%Arms Limitation Agree-
ments of 1972 imposed limits on afti.
ballistic missile systems and on num.
bers of strategic offensive missiles.
And the 1972 Blological Warfare Con-
ventfon bans -~ or was sy
ban — the development, production
and stockpiling of biological and toxin
wgaponi.u ts have

ut while many agreements have

been

reached, we have also suffered

g
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build a constructive relationship with
the Soviet Union.

Instead we have seen Soviet mill.
tary arsenals continue to grow in vir.
tually evexx significant category. We
have seen the Soviet Union project its
power around the globe, We have seen
Soviet resistance to significant reduc-
tions and measures of effective veri-
fication, especially the latter.

And, I am sorry to say, there have
been increasingly serious grounds for
questioning their compliance with the
arms control agreements that have al-
ready been signed and that we have
both pledged to uphold. 1 may have
more to say on this in the near future.

. Coming into office, 1 made two.
promises to tha American people
about peace and security: I promised
to restore our neglect enses, in
order to strengthen and preserve the
peace, and I promised to pursue reli.
able agreements to reduce nuclear
weapons. Both these promises are
being kept.
5 .« ‘The West’s Determination

* Today, not only the peace but alse
the chances for real arms control de-
pend on restoring the military bal-
ance, We know that the ideology of the
Soviet leaders does not permit them to
leave any Western weakness un-
probed, any vacuum of power ums
filled. It would seem that to them ne-

gotiation is only another form of

struggle,

Yet 1 believe the Soviets can be per-
suaded to reduce their arsenals - but
only if they see it's absolutely neces-
sary. Only if they recognize the West's
determination to modernize its own
military forces will they see an incens
tive to negotiate a verifiable
ment establishing equal, lower levels.
And, very simply, that is one of the
main reasons. why we must rebuild
our defensive strength,

All of our strategic force moderniza.
tion has been approved by the Con-

83 except for the land-based leg of

* the Triad. We expect ta get Congres-

sional approval on this final Jm

later this spring. A strategic forces

modernization program depends on a
national bipanﬁan consensus. X

Over the last decade, four succes.
sive. Administrations have made
proposals for armas control and mod-
ernization that have become em.
broiled in political controversy. No
one gained from this divisiveness; all
of us are going to have to take a fresh

P a
ment in Europe; On the basis of a bal- }
anced outcome of the Madrid meet- |

* provisions of two agreements to limit

I
3

ns, as well as toxinil
ing used in violationof

! ba:ic principles

ing, such a conference will discuss
new ways t0 enhance European stabile

ity and security, .
9We have proposed to the Soviet
Union improving the verification

underground nuclear testing, but so
far the response has been negative,
We will continue to try.

9And, most importantly, we have

¢ made far-reaching proposals, which I
. will discuss further in a moment, for

deep reductions in strategic weapons
and for elimination of an entire class
of intermediate-range weapons.
Basic Policy Principles
1 am determined to achieve real
arms control - reliable agreements
that will stand the test of time, not cos-
metic agreements that raise expecta.
tions only to have hopes cruelly
ashed,
In all these negotiations certain
eourpolicy: -
First, our efforts to contro] arms
should seek reductions on both sides —
signiticant reductions.
9Second, we insist that arms con.
tmée;greemants be equal and bal-

g

9Third, arms control agreements
must be effectively verifiable. We
cannot gamble with the safety of our
people and the people of the world.

9Fourth, we recognize that arms
control is not an end i itself but a vital
part of a broad policy designed to
strengthen peace and stability.

1
The U.S.-Soviet Talks

It is with these firm

princigles
mind that this A as

Suvietpnim; has been deploying an in-

powerful weapons in the America
and Soviet arsenals ~- strategic n
clear weapons. - H
In June of 1982, American an
Soviet negotiators _convened
Geneva to begin the Strategic Armg
Reduction Talks, what we call Start;
We have sought to work out an agrees
ment reducingothe levels of strategi
weapons on both sides. L ‘propcs
reducing the number of ballistic mis.
siles by one-half and the number of
warheads by one-third, No more than.
half the remaining warheads could bg
on land-based missiles. This woul
leave both sides with greater securit)
at equal and lower levels of forces,
Not only would this reduce numbers
— it would also put specific limits or
precisely those types of nuclear weaps
ons that pose the most danger, 5
The Soviets have made a counters
proposal. We have raised a number of
serious concernd about it — and this i
important - they have accepted thd
concept of reductions. I expect this i
because of the firm resolve that we've
demonstrated. In the current round of
negotiations, we have presented theni
with the basic elements of a treaty for
comprehensive reductions in strate-
¢ arsenals. The United States al
8, in Start;, recently prope
«draft agreement on a number of sig<

a
proached negotiations on. the moi*

range nuclear missile, tha
$8-20, at a rate of one a week, There
are now 351 of these missiles, each
wi ighly accurate warheads
capable of destroying cities and mili.
tary bases in Western Europe, Asia
and the Middle East, !

NATO has no comparable weapon,
Nor did NATO in any way provoke this
new, unprecedented escalation. In
fact, while the Soviets were deployi
their $8-20's, we were taking I,oogl;znu.-8
clear warheads from shorter-range
weapons out of Europe.
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ills on His Arms Control Policy

planned deployment if the Soviet
Union will reduce their corresponding
warheads ta an equal level. This
would include all U.S. and Soviet
weapons of this class, wherever they
are located. N
Qur offer of zero on both sides will,
of course, remain on the table as our
ultimate goal, At the same time we re-
main open, as we have been from the
vlery outset, to serious counter propos-
als. B
The Soviet negotiators have now re-
turned to Moscow, where we hope our
new proposal will receive careful con.
sideration during the recess.

Talks to Resume in May

Ambassador Nitze has proposed
and the Soviets have a; that ne«
gotiations resume in mid-May, sev-
eral weeks earlier than scheduled.

I'm sorry that the Soviet Union, so
far, hag not been willln’;to accept the
complete elimination of these systems
on both sides, The question I now put
to the Soviet Government is, if not

, elimination, to what equal level are

you willing to reduce? s

The new proposal is designed to pro-
mote early and genuine progress at
Geneva. For arms contro} to be truly
womplete and world security strength-
ened, however, we must also increase
our efforts to halt the spread of nu-
cleararms.

. Every country that values a peace~

. ful world order must play its part, Our

allies, as important nuclear export-
ers, also have a very important re-
sponsibility to prevent the spread of
nuclear arms. Ta advance this goal,
we should all adopt com; rehenfive
safeguards as a condition for nuclear
supguy commitments that we make in
the future. In the days ahead, I will be
talking to other world leaders about
the need for urgent movement on this
and other measures against nuclear

proliferation,

Now that i3 the arms control agenda
we have been pursuing. Our proposals
are fair, they're far-reaching and
comprehensive, hut we still have a
long way to go. N

A Plea for Patience

We Americans are sometimes an
impatient people. I guess it's a symp-
tom of our traditional optimism,
energy and spirit. Often this is a
source of str . In a negatiation,
however, impatience can be a real
hand!%?. of you who have been
involved in labor-management negoti-
atlons, or any kind of bargairﬁgg,
know that patlence strengthens your
bargaining position, If one side seems
00 eager or desperate, the other side
has no reason to offer a compromise
and every reason to hold back, expect.
ing that the more eager side will cave

rst.
Well, this {3 a basic fact of life we
can't afford to lose sight of when deal-
ing with the Soviet Unjon. Generosity
in negotiation hag never been a trade-
mark of theirs, it runs counter to the
Pas(c militancy of Marxist-Leninist

eolog{.

So it s vital that we show patience,
determination and, above all, national
unity. If we appear to be divided — it
the Soviets suspect that domestic,

5

. political pressure will undercut our

1979 Decision by NATO
This major shift in the European
military balance prompted our West
European allies themse|ves to pro-
pose that NATO find a méans of right-
ing the balance. And in December of
1979, they announced a collective, two-
m;c}_(i decisi(gx: . .
rst, to oy in Western Europe
572 Iand~bas:g cruise missiles and
Pershing 2 ballistic tissiles capable
of reaching the Soviet Union — the
pu%Jse 0 offset and deter the Soviet
$8-20's. The first of these NATO weap-
ons are scheduled for deployment by
theend of this year.
gSecond, to seek negotiations with
the Soviet Union for the mutual reduc-
tion of these intermediate-range mis-

siles.
In ber of 1981 the United

nificant o bui
and reduce the risks of conflict.
Negotfations by Rowny
This negotiation is proceeding
under the able leadership of Ambassa-.
dor Edward Rowny on our side. K
We are also negoﬂatin? in Genevg
to eliminate an entire class of new
weapons from the face of the earth, ¢
Since the end of the mid-197(’s the

1

States, in concert with our allfes,
made a sweeping new proposal.
NATO would cancel its own deploy-
ment if the Soviets eliminated theirs,
The Soviet Union refused and set out
to intensify public pressures in the
West to block the NATO deployment,
which has not even'started, Mean.
while, the Soviet weapons continue to
grow in number,

“These Séndérds of Fairness’

Our proposal was not made on 3
take-it-or- ela;e-it baslssu.v}‘le are will
ing to censider any et proposal
that meets these standards of fair.
ness: L.

- 9An agreement must establisg;
equal numbers for both Soviet an
American intermediate-range nu
clear forces, ’

ther countries’ nuclear forces,
such ag the British and French, are in
delpendent and are not part of the
bilateral U.8.-Soviet negotiatio
They are, in fact, strategic weapons,
and the Soviet strategic arsenal morg
than compensates for them.
dNext, an agreement must not shift:
the threat from Europe to Asia, Give
the ranga augd mobility of the $8-20's;

-, look at our nrevi Jntadea

imite on thesa and cond.
I P

i
'}
o

parable American systems must be
global.

JAn agreement must be effectively-
veriffable,

9And an agreement must not under-
mine NATO’S ability to defend itself
with conventional forces,

Consultations With Allles

We have been consulting closely
wiht our Atlantic allfes and they
strongly endorse these principles,
Earlier this week I authorized our
negotiator in Geneva, Ambassador
Paul Nitze, to inform the Soviet dele-
gation of a new American pmfosal
wl]\!ch has the full support of our
allies.

‘Wa are prepared to negotiate an in-
terim agreement to reduce our

position — they will dig in their heels,
And that can only delay an agreement
and may destroy all hope for an agree-

ment.

That's why 1 have been concerned
about the nuclear freeze proposals,
one of which is being considered at
this time by the House of Representa-
tives, Most of those who support the
freeze, I'm sure, are well intentioned
- concerned about the arms race and
the danger of nuclear war, No one
shares their concern more than 1 do.
But however well intentioned they
are, these freeze proposals would do
more harm X

They may seem to offer a simple
solution, But there are no simple solu.
tions to complex problems. H.L.
Mencken oncé wryly remarked, he
said for every problem, there is one
solution which is simple, neat and

Objections to Freeze Proposal

The freeze concept is dangerous for
many reasons:

41t would preserve today’s high, un.
equal and unstable levels of nuclear
forces, and by so doing reduce Soviet
I;xcentives to negotiate for real reduc.
tions, N

9It would pull the rug out from
under our negotiators in Geneva, as
they have testified, After all, why
should the Soviets neegotiate if they
have already achieved a fréeze in a
position of advantage to them?

9Also, some think a freeze would be
easy to agree on, but it raises enor.
mously complicated problems of what
i3 to be frozen, how it is to be achieved
and, most of all, verified, Attempting
to negotiate these critical details
would only divert us from the goal of

negotiating reductions, for who knows '

how long,

9The freeze proposal would also
make a lot more sense if a similar
movement against nuclear weapons
were putting similar pressures on
Soviet leaders in Moscow. As former
Secretary of Defense Harold Brown
h;n gointed out, the effect of the freeze

States, but not on the Soviet Union."
QFinally, the freeze would reward
the Soviets for their 13-year buildup
while locking us into our existing
uipment, which in many cases is ob-
:ﬁete and badly in need of moderniza-
tion. Three-quarters of Soviet strate-
?c warlieads are on delivery systems
ive years old or less; three-quarters
of the American strategic warheads
are on delivery systerns 13 years old
or older. The time cornes wher every-
thing wears out — the trouble is, it
comes a lot sooner for us than for
them. And, under a freeze, we could-
n’t do anything about it. .
Our B-52 bombers are older than
many of the pilots who fly them; it
they were automobiles they would
qualify as antiques. A freeze could
lock us into obsolescence, It is asking
too much to ex] our service men
and women to risk their lives in obso-
lete equipment. The two million patri-
otic Americans in the armed services
deserve the best and most modern
equipment to protect them —and us,

I'm sure every President has
dreamt of leaving the world a safer
place than he found it. I pledge to you,
my goal — and I consider it a sacred
trust — will bé to make progress to-
ward arms reductions in every one of
the several negotiations now under

way.

I'call on all Americans, of both par-
ties and all branches of government,
to join in this effort. We must not let
our disa§reements or partisan politics
keep us from strengthening the peace
and reducing armaments,

1 pledge to our allies and friends in
Europe and Asia: We will continug to
consult with you closely, We are con-
scious of our responsibiliity when'we
negotiate with our adversaries- on
conditions or issues of concern to you,
and your safety and well-being.

‘Let Us Practice Restraint’

To the leaders and people of the
Soviet Union, Isay: Join usin the path
10 a more peaceful, secure world, Let
us vie in the realm of ideas, on the
field of peaceful competition, Let his-
tory record that we tested our theories
through human exFedence. not that
we destroyed ourselves in the name of
vindicating our way of life. And let us
practice restraint in our internatiopal '
conduct, so that the present climate of
mistrust can some day give way, to
mutual confidence and a secure

peace. ..
What better time to rededicate our-
selves to this undertaking than in the
Easter season, when millions of the
world’s people pay homage to the one
who taught us peace on earth, good
will toward men? o
This is the goal, my fellow Ameri-
cang, of all the democratic nations —
a goal that requires firmness, pa-
tience and understanding, 1f the
Soviet Union responds in the sarne
spirit, we are ready. And we can pass
ontoour dprospexity the gift of peace =
that and freedom are the greatest
gifts that one generation can bequeath
0 another, Thank you, and bless



